~  Forciza
- Assessment

Center

Moscow’s Polish Problem

CIA HISTORICAL KE

An_Intelligence Assessment

5
P

'RELEASE AS SARITIZEL

- oy m ET E MR
:“;,Af LA e N O




Warning Notice

National Security
Information

Disseminatios Control
Abbreriations

Intelligence Sources
and Mcthods [avolved
(WNINTEL)

U nauthorized Disclosurce

Subject to Criminal Sanctions

NOFORN (NF)
NOCONTRACT (NC»
PROPIN (PP)
NFIBONLY (NO)
ORCON (OC)

REL

FGI

A microfiche cupy of this docu-
ment is available from OCR/
DSB (351-7177); printed copics
from OCO/IHCD (}51-5203.
Regular reccipt of NFAC
reports in cither microfiche

or peinted form can also be
arranged through OCO/IDCD

All materialon this pagc
15 unclassifiod

Not releasable (o foreign nationals

Not relcasable ta contractors or contractor/consultanty
Caution--proprictary information wvolved

NFIB dejartments only

[Dissemination and cxtraction of information

controlled by originator

This information ha en authorized for release Lo
Forcign government informat:on

Derivative classification b

Review 30 years from datc

Derived from muluple sources




Nationat
Foreign
Assessment
Center

Moscow’s Polish Problem

An Intelligence Assessment

Information available as of | June 1981
has been used in the preparation of this report.

The authors of this paper arc and
_of the Office of Foiricai Anaiysts and
David Bush of the Office of Stratcgic Rescarch.
Comments and queries arc welcome: and should be
directed t¢
. OPA
1. GSR )

The paper "~as coordinated with the Office of
Economic Rescarch and the National Intelligence
Officer for the USSR-Eastern Europe )

D
PABI-10209
SR 81-10062
June 1981




crnen

E e
W \ v? o ‘?:f , ‘..\,__. o -
Norway . X y] - S—
- < B / \ N
' . I A .
! L - -

M\

-~
"S}
.'. 3
4 P
\f—'; ;’_‘ : “\
. Denmark ~ b

Y S .»:. e ' Baltic
.‘ \( ) ) o ape
& i mmafl 7 \ ) Military
M,_ / Y o~ Baitte Seca }; District U. S. S R.
’_./ ;’\,-'\ - . — )
3 | (".Q\-'*; N 5
f > 2N Gdaasks
(> ‘ Belorussian
> Military
" District
;

Carpathian
Military
District

Hungary

Italy . Romanlia o
e N \
3 oo ° Blac
3 Yugosiavia ' ) o
Aoyl 4 Gen
Sca l-—l-n-———l-h - ;’ « '
Sacset—




Key Judgments

Moscow’s Polish Problem

The | t-month-old social and political crisis ir. Poland presents the USSR
with onc of its most significant and complex foreign policy problems since
World War I1. The Sovict responsc thus far has been measured. largely
because of Poland’s size. its pcoplc’s strong scnsc of national identity and
historic opposition to the Russians, and because military intervention would
carry cnormous costs with no guarantec of a satisfactory solution.

Al the outsct, the Sovicts adopted a political option—political and militay
pressure short of military intervention—because it was the least costly
course and, on the basis of their expericnce with past, Polish criscs, held out
hope of success. Moscow's confidence in this course of action, howcever, has
croded. The Kremlin's assessment of its chances for getting what it wants in
Poland—a reversal of the liberalization process and the reassertion of
Communist party predominancc—is probably blecaker now than at any point
in the crisis. The momentum of liberalization not only is not receding but has
spread to the Communist party

The nonmilitary levers Moscow is using scem increasingly incffective;
indeed, the only tool that has had any observable decterrent effect has been
the ihreat of military intervention. Twice in the past six months the USSR
and other Warsaw Pact countries took military preparations that incrcased
their ability to move into Poland on short notice. The failure to go beyond
rattling sabers, however, may have limited the cfiectiveness of future
posturing :

The Soviets probably doubt that they can counton Polish military
cooperation in rolling back liberalization. Thercfore, if they decide to use
military force. they will try to confront the Poles with such overwhelming
strength that resistance would be futile.

Left undisturbed, the Polish liberalization process is likely to continuc 1o
evolve for years. The difficulty for the Soviet leadership is to decide at what
point the costs of allowing this slow-motinn revolution to continue outweigh
the costs of ending it by military force.

We cannot say how close the Sovicts might be to making a judgment to
intervene militarily, but from their perspective the trend in Poland is
decidedly negative. For Moscow, the key now is the course of the liberaliza-
tion trend in the Polish party. It is not a foregone conclusion that the Polish
leadership will be unable to control liberalization in the party. But if that
movement gains significant strength before the cxtraordinary party Congress
in mid-July, the Kremlin will face a choice to intervene militarily or risk
losing any chance of preserving a traditional Soviet-style Communist party
in Poland.

it Seohabe
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Moscow’s Polish Problem

Evolution of Soviet Policy

The Soviet response to the Polish crisis has evolved in
three broad phases. From the initial strikes in July
1980 unti! late November, Moscow adoptced a some-
what restrained stance; it stood by as the party scttled
the strikes on the Baltic Coast in latc August by
granling unprecedented concessions te the workers.
The Sovicts approved of, and possibly facilitated. party
chicf Gierek's removal on 5 Scptember and firmly
supported his successor, Stanislaw Kania. During the
fall, the Kremlin applicd some pressure on the Polish
regime to stand firm against the demands ol the frec
trade union, Solidarity. but appeared willing to give
the new party lecader mancuvering room to deal with
Poland's problcms.

Kania's concessions to Solidarity's escalating dcmands
in late November prompted the Sovicts to apply pres-
sure more overtly. For the first ime they appeared te
be scriously considering military intervention, but then
settled for other tactics—including a Warsaw Pact
summit on § December—to make clear to the Polish
leadership that Poland’s allies expected a firmer fine
toward Solidarity. From the summit until early April,
Moscow steadily increased its media criticism, pressed
the Polish regime to complete plans for martial law,
and vsed the Warsaw Pact exercisc Soyuz-81 both to
influence cvents in Poland and to increasc Pact
preparedness to intervence militarily. Although thesc
pressures on Warsaw reached a peak during latc
March, the Kania regime again reached a compromisc
with Solidarity, this time over the incident in
Bydgoszcz involving police brutality against Solidarity
members (sce appendix).

Despite the regime’s concession, which averted a
threatened general strike, Moscow decided to case the
military pressure. At the same time. however, itap-
pears to have begun a reassessment of the situation.
The important new factor, which may force the Krem-
lin to alter its strategy, is that the initial
confrontational approach taken by the Polish party
lcadership to the Bydgoszcz incident provoked sucha
groundswell of support from therank and file for

democratic reform of the party that a split in the party
became a possibility. The issuc of rallying party
unity—but on a traditional Marxist-Leninist basis—
has now overtaken the confrontation between the re-
gime and Solidarity as the most <rucial problem facing
the Soviets. '

Moscow's Political Option

At the outset of the crisis, the Sovicts chosc a political
*option—political and military pressurc short of dircct
military intervention—beccausc it was the casiest, lcast
costly course and because it held out hopc of success,
cven though it might take years for the regime to
regain its authority in Palanc

The primary rcason Moscow chosc this coursec was—
and continues to be—the cnormous costs of military
intcrvention:

« Subduing Poland would require the largest Sovict
military operation since World War [ and could
involve fierce Polish resistance.

Intervention would entail a long-term occupation by
a sizable military force: such a diversion would com-
plicate Soviet security planning in Furope. The War-
saw Pact would be weakened in any potential con-
frontation with NATO by an inability to use
Poland’s armed forces, as well as those Sovict forces
tied down in Poland.

« The economic price of the invasion itself—not to
mention the costs of reviving Poland’s cconomy—
would be immense. Moscow would take on an eco-
nomic burden of at icast $10 billion a year to keep the
Polish cconomy afloat. The disruption of that ccono-
my would in addition disturb increasingly intcgrated

" economies of the Council for Mutual Economic
Assistance (CEMA). Western credits, technology.
and grain deliveries would dry up (or the Soviet
Union at least temporarily, further damaging its
cconomic prospects.




« Moscow's cffort {o salvage detente in a critical
strategic arca— Europe—would be sct back indefi-
nitely. The Soviet attempt to derail NATO's theater
nuclcar force (TNF) modernization would founder,
and the Kremlin's ability to influence those NATO
member countrics hedging or opposed to increased
defense spending would be reduced. The prospects
for progress in strategic arms limitation talks with
the Uinited States would presumably vanist

Apart {rom these costs. there are a number of factors
that have aliowed the Soviet leaders to temporizc in
their approach to the Polish crisis. They had no reason.
at least for the first scveral months, to question the
joyalty of Kania, the Polish party, or the Polish Army.
Despite much concern on the part of the other East
European regimes, there has been no significant
spillover of cither labor or politica! unrest in ary other
Warsaw Pact countr:

The Soviets probably also hoped that the situation in
Poland could be turned around by political mzans.
Moscow has had long experience with “Polish crises™
and knows that concessions granted under duress on a
aumber of occasions werc gradually whittled away.
The 1956 crisis—during which the Sovicts also consid-

-Secrtl

ercd but then stepped back from military interven-
tion—was broadly similar to the current trouble in
Poland. At that timc party lcader Gomulka's success in
taking back most of what he conceded gave the Sovict
lcaders grounds to belicve that this course might be
repealted. .

Despite the damage to the Polish party from last
summer’s labor unrest. the Soviets were probably rea-
sonably conflident that the party under Kania—a for-
mer head of the socurity serviccs—would be able to
regroup and recoup its losses. Soviet officials expressed
the vicw from the start that Poland's crisis stemmed
from cconomic factors and could be resolved through
an cconomic revival. The Sovicts apparcently believed
that the added stringencies the Polish pcople would
have 10 endure on the route to recovery would tarnish
Solidarity's image as champion of working people.
Moscow probably also calculated that Polund’s Roman
Catholic Church would act as a restraining force out of
concern for Poland's national integrily

Moscow's confidence in the validiiy of these premises
has croded as the crisis has progressed. The Polish
leadership's unwillingness to confront Solidarity di-




rectly, its deteriorating control over local party
branches. and the growth of a stroag reform movement
among the rank and filc have given risc to grave doubts
in the minds of the Sovict Icaders that the Polish party
has cither the ability or the will to halt the liberaliza-
tion process. It has becomec increasingly clear that the
crisis, although sparked by cconomic issues. has taken
on a primarily political cast and that the political
challenge Solidarity represents will not disappcar with
an improvement in the cconomy. Finally, the Church
has not had the restraining influcnce on Solidarity the
Sovicts hoped for; in fact, it pressed the regime to
recognizc the new farmers’ union, Rural Solidarity

Pursuing the political option has carried costs of its
own. Prolonged political and cconomic instability in
the USSR s largest and most important ally-—-which
lics astridc the traditional Central European invasion
routes to and from Russia and is thus a vital corridor,
essential to Soviet military security- --has created anxi-
cty among the Sovict armed forces. At the same time.
the continuation of the crisis has interfered with Soviet
foreign policy objectives. With the Soviet threat to
Poland on the (ront pagc almost continuously in the
West, Moscow has bceen put on the defensive and has
nad difficulty focusing Western attention on some of
its initiatives, particularly President Brezhnev's pro-
posal fora TN F 'moratorium

Poland's troubles have also undercut the USSR's
claim—central in-its pitch to developing nations—-that
the Communist system is immune to such disruptioas.
The prolongation of the crisis is causing both political
and economic problems for the East European regimes
and strains within the Soviet-led alliance system. Be-
causc the existence of those regimes rests on Sovict
military power, Moscow's failure 10 stop Polish liber-
alization could be interpreted as a sign of Soviet weak-
ness by other East European populations and perhaps
cmbolden them to make similar demand:

Basic Issues and Moscow’s Objectives

The revolutionary changes that have taken place in

Poland over the past 11 months includc:

« The establishment of trade unions, independent of
party control, for both workers and farmers.

« The creation of an independent studant organizaltion.

* The loosening of censorship.

« The transformation of the Parliament from a rubber

. stamp into a forum for the debatc of social issucs.

» The beginnings of a decmocratization of the Polish
Communist party. *

The dominant Soviet goal in the shori run is to bring

this process to a halt and, ove- the langer run, reverse it

and restore a greater degree of party control over

Polish society. At a minimum, the Kremlin wants a

Poland that:

« Maintains Communist party preeminence.

* Remains loyal to the USSR.

* Supports Soviet foreign policy goals.

« Fulfills its military commitments to the Warsaw
Pact.

N Observes its economic obligations to thc CEMA

countrics.

In specific arcas, sct out below, the Soviets have certain
ultimate cbjectives and minimum requirements. As the
crisis has progressed, they have lowered their expecta-
tions in cach arca substantially and are probably will-
ing to live with much less than they would have be-
lieved possible last August

Reassertion of Party Coatrol. The party, rather than
regrouping after August, has been weakened by in-
ternal discord and has proved an ineffective tactician
in its confrontation with Solidarity. Optimally, the
Sovicts want the party not to make any further conces-
sions and to demonstrate through firm action that it is
regaining the upper hand. At a minimum, Moscow is
dciermined that the party avoid situations where it is
forced to back down in the face of a show of strength by
Solidarity. The Soviets realize that there is no return-
ing o the pre-July 1980 style of party rule and thus
may be willing to accept somc sharing of power by the
party in strictly defined areas like trade union and
agricultural affairs

Maintenance of the Centralized Communist Party.
Although the Kania leadership scems intent on
prescrving the party practice of democratic centralism,
wherein decisions are made at the top and handed
down, it is publicly committed to greater party democ-
racy—including elections by secret ballot and with




multiple candidates—that may loosen the lcadership's
gripon policy. The issuc of party libcralization was the
primary detcrminant of the Soviet intervention in
Czechoslovakia in 1968 and has emerged as the central
issuc in the Polish problem. Herc too the Sovicts under-
. stand, however, that a returg 10 tight, centralized rule
" is impossible and may eventually come to tolerate a
morc diversified party if radical reforms are avoided.

Steer Solidarity Away From Politics. Solidarity has
cstablished itself as a strong, organized political force
with substantial veto power over party decisions. Over
time, the Soviets probably could learn to live with a
Solidarity that focused primarily on trade union is-
sucs—cven though in a Communist system those issues
are inherently political

Moscow belicves that, as a first step, political dis-
sidents, mainly intellectuals, who are giving the union
a political ideology must be split from the workers. The
Sovicts have pressed for the arrest of the dissidents, but
Kania has resisted, arguing that this would provoke a
confrontation with the union that the government
could not win. Instead, he is trying to usc political
Lactics to separate the dissidents from the union but
has made little progress. The fear that the regime may
crack down, morcover, has helped prompt Solidarity o

—ieoroby

assume a further political dimension as protector of the
dissidents and political prisoners

Unification of the Trade lnion Movement Under
Party Aegis. Moscow has continously championced the
still-existing government-controlied unions, secing
them as a political counterweight 1o Solidarity and the
nucleus for an cventual reunification of Polish trade
unions. Moscow and Warsaw want 10 breathe more
vitality into the “loyal™ unions, but have few practical
ways o do so quickly.

Control of Two Existing Non-Communist Political
Parties and Preventicn of Formation of New Ones. The
regime has been successful in this arca, despite talk
last fall of a Catholic party and recent ferment within
the mainly middle class Democratic Party. The most
serious threat might come from the new farmers’
union, Rural Solidarity, which could drain support
from the increasingly discredited United Peasants’
Party. In Czechoslovakia in 1968, there were public
calls for a true multiparty system at least five months
before Moscow invaded.

Maintenance of Party Control of Media. Even though
the party has kept the censorship mechanism largely
intact, practices have been liberalized considerably.
Kania, morcover, has been lorced to give Solidarity

4




access to the media and has been unable to prevent it
from issuing its own news sheets and leaflets, some of
which have beclp highly eritical of regime policies. The
Soviets might continue to live with less censorship so
long as open criticism of the Communist system or
Poland’s forcign policy, especially its alliance commit-
ments, is avoided. Their decision to intervene milizarily
in Czechoslovakia was prompted in part by the break-
down of censorship. They will monitor closely the
rcgime’s success at rcining in union publications, the
terms of Solidarity's eventual access to the mass me-
dia, and the statutes of a new censorship bill now being
drafted. )

Remaining Options

Moscow’s assessment of the chanccs for getting what it
wanls in Poland is probably blcaker now than atany
time throughout the crisis. The momentum of liber-
alization not only is not receding but has spread to the
Communist pary.

The nonmilitary levers Moscow is using secem increas-
ingly ineffective. The Soviets could put further pres-
sure on the Polish regime ta resist liberalization, or on
the reformers to moderate their demands, through
direct media criticism of Kania and Prime Minister

Jaruzelski, statcments by Soviet Politburo members
explicitly critical of the Polish party, and additional
bilatcral or Warsaw Pact summits. Moscow will also
continue 1o support the few hardliners who remain in
the Polish leadership, hoping at 2 minimum io prevent
their removal. Replacing Kania with someone who
would impose a tougher policy no longer scems tobca
feasible option. Even if the Kremlin could pull the
strings—which is doubtful-—x hardline lcader would
be deserted by the majority of the party.

Similarly, Soviet prospects for convincing the Polish
regime to declare martial law are limited. With most of
the national leadership on record as opposed to such a
forceful solution, it appcars that the only thing that
could compel Kania and Jaruzelski to implement mar-
tial law would be a Soviet ultimatum to doso or be
invaded. There is little chance, moreover, that martial
law could be instituted without sparking widespread
unres(, which would, in turn, probably trigger a Soviet
military intervention. Indeed, the only lever that has
had any observable delerrent effect has been the threat
of military intervention.

Twice in the past six months, at the end of November
and in late March, the USSR and other Warsaw Pact

Seerer—""




countrics took military preparations that increased
their ability to move into Poland with limited forcces on
short notice. In ncither case did the Soviets complete
preparations that would be necessary to ficld a large
combat force—-including asscmbly of stocks of materi-
als—sufTicicnt to overwhelin the Polish Army should it
resist.

The Polish lcadership’s knowledge of these military
preparations and the reporting of them by the Western
press have had a limited dcterrent effeet on unrest in
Poland. The rattling of sabers and the failurc to follow
up. however, have probably limited the effectiveness of
future Sovict posturing. The threat of forcc has be-
come less a lever for the Soviets than a weapon of last
resort—to be emploved only after they conclude that
the Polish lcadership is unable to bring the situation
under control

The Military Option

In considering a military intervention, the Sovicts
probably would not be much concerned with the pos-
sibility of a NATO military reaction. What would
concern them is the extent to which the Polish leader-
ship and the party would oppose such an intervention,
and, cven if cthe Polish military lcadership shouid ac-
quiesce, the likelihood of resistance by Polish Army
and internal security force units

—Geerer—

The Sovicts probably now doubt they can count on
Polish military cooperation. Therefore, in the cvent
they decide to resolve the situation by military (orce,
they will try to confront the Poles with such over-
whelming strength that resistance would be futile. To
projecct an image of unity on the part of the Warsaw
Pact in rejecting Polish revisionism. the Sovicts would
also want other Pact armed forces o participate in the
intcrvention.

{: ;]Bcforc a sufficiently large-scale
invasion force could be committed in Poland, a major
mobilization of reservists and civilian vehicles and
widcspread logistics preparations would have to be
conducted Such preparation would require about two
weceks

Some of the preparations undertaken since last fall
will, however, make it easier for the Soviets to ready
themselves for an interveation. A number of low-
strength Soviet divisions in the western USSR have
practiced mobilizing reservists since last September.
Moreover, during the Soyuz-81 exercise, Warsaw Pact
forces opposite Poland had an opportunity to refine
plans for me+i1g large combat forces into and across
Poland.




Outlook

Trying to predict the course of any revolution in
midstrecam-—cspecially Poland's isa risky venture; so
oo, with the Sovict Union’s response to different devel-
opments in Poland. It would be saflc to predict, how-
cver. thatif party rule collapsed, or if Poland pullcd out
of the Warsaw Pactor CEMA, Moscow would inter-
vene. It also scems likely that if the Polish party could
limit the liberalization process, the Soviets could prob-
ably manage to live with a Solidarity that confined
itsclf strictly to trade union issues. Kremlin
decisionmaking in cither of these cases would be
greatly simplified. *

The development of the crisis thus far, however, sug-
gests that the revolution's course is likely to run be-
tween these extremes—and this is Moscow's dilemma.
The strategy chosen, first by Solidarity and now by
reformers inside the party, has been to confront the
lecadership, extract concessions before retreating, and
then consolidate for the next round. The forces 0oppos-
ing the leadership are well aware that they have the
strength to bring about a collapsc of the system
through an all-out confrontation. They arc cqually
aware that this would bring in Soviet trovps. and they
would losc cverything they have gained

1

Left undisturbed. the liberalization process is likely o
continuc to evolve for ycars. The difficilty for the
Soviet leadership is to decide when the costs of allow-
ing this slow-motion revolution ' to cortinue outweigh
the costs of ending it by military force.

It cannot be concluded that simply because the Poles
continue to proceed with caution, the Sovicts also will
forbear. The longer the liberalization continues. the
deeper its roots grow and the costlier the Soviet option
of using force becomes. Thus, the Soviet leaders may
decide to intervene not in response to any particular
cvent—such as the Bydgoszcz incident and its con-
sequences—-but on the basis of their analysis of an
accumulation of less spectacular occurrences that seem
to be evolving into anirreversible trend.

' Or, “crecping counterrevolution,” as Moscow calls it. (U}

s

Devclopments outside Poland might play an important
rolcin Moscow’s decisionmaking. The death of Biczh-
nev, (or instance, could shift the bulance in the Polit-
buro toward thosc favoring a military intervention,
Similarly, if the Sovicts conclude that there is little
prospect for any meaningful improvement in their
rclations with kcy Western countries. a crucial re-
straint will have been removed.

We cannot say how closc the Soviets might be to
making a judgment to intervene militarily. but from
their perspective the trend in Poland is decidedly ncga-
tive. For Moscow, the key now is the course of the
liberalization in the Polish party. It is not a foregone
conclusion that the Polish leadership will be unable to
'control liberalization in the party. But if that move-
ment continues 10 gain strength before the extraor-
dinary party congress in mid-July. the Kremlin will
face a choicce to intervene militarily or risk losing any
chancce of preserving a traditional Scviet-style Com-
munist party in Poland.
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31 August

3 October

10 November

S December

Appendix

Selected Major Events
in the Polish Crisis

1980

Gdansk Agreement. Regime agrees to numerous reforms, including the
establishment of independent trade unions, after several weeks of ncgotia-
tions with striking workers and in the face of a threatened general strike.
Union organizers acknowledge the leading role of the Communist party and
agree that the new union——subsequently named Solidarity—will notactas a
political party. The agreement is a factor in the replacement of party leader
Edward Gierek on S September and initiates the liberalization process that
has continucd to the present. Moscow is surprised by strength of the popular
protest andc Jendorscs Gdansk agreement as a tactical move
necessitated by the need to defuse the immediate crisis. At the same time,
Moscow begins to take measures to improve the preparedness of military
forces that would be used in any military contingency

Nationwide Strike. Solidarity, in its first show of strength, stages a one-hour
strike for pay increases and access to the media. More broadly, the strike is

. intended to push for the application for legalization that Solidarity submit-

ted in late September, and to impress on the party the union’'s power. Action
may have prompted new party leader Kania to hold his first meeting with
Solidarity activists a week later, and provided further evidence to Moscow
that Solidarity commands substantial nationwide support

Solidarity Legalization. In agreement worked out soon after Kania's late-
October visit to Moscow, regime accepts a version of union’s charter that it
had earlier rejected. Although action is greeted jubilantly by union leaders,
it fails to end labor unrest. Soviets publicly ignore the legalization, although
they may have given grudging aporoval in advance in the belief this step
would stabilize the situation

Warsaw Pact Meeting. Moscow summit is part of Soviet pressure cam-
paign—including military movements at Poland’s borders—in response to
escalating labor unrest and the Polish regime’s capitulation to Solidarity's
political demands. Kania buys time, apparently on condition that he resist
union demands more firmly



31 January

9 February

30 March

1981

Workweek Issue Resolved. Solidarity wins concessions on early introduction
of 40-hour workweck, publication of a union newspaper, and radio-television
coverage of union activities. Agreement comes after a month of increasing
tension between the union and the goverament, including two major work
stoppages by union members, and on the eve of a threatened nationwide
general strike. Regime threatens to impose martial law but docs not follow
through. Sovict media coverage rcveals increasing Kremlin displeasure with
the regime for yielding on key issues °

Jaruzelski Becomes Prime Minister. He retains his defense ministry portfo-
lio, presumably to underscorc warnings that the regime will use force unless
the labor turmoil ceases. Appointment is a response to growing party and
union disenchantment with government's performance and to Sovict con-
cern over continued concessions. Sovicts strongly cndorse-appointment.
Jaruzelski calls for 90-day strike moratorium, but is compelied to meet
student demands for an independent union to secure domestic tranquillity.
which lasts only until early March. After conclusion of Soviet party congress
on 3 March, Soviet and Polish leaders hold summit. [t reveals that Soviets
had becomc less confident in Kania's ability to control liberalization process.

Settlement of Bydgoszcz Incident. Agreement between Solidarity and gov-
ernment concludes period of heightened tension marked by a brief nation-
wide strike and a stormy party Central Committee plenum at which
leadership is criticized for its hardline stance. Government promises, in the
agreement, to punish those guilty of beating up Solidarity activists in
Bydgoszcz and guarantees security of new union. Dissatisfaction within
Solidarity leadership that negotiations had not been more fruitful leads to
resignation of several militants. Moscow, after exhorting the regime to stand
firm through its media and extending the Warsaw Pact exercisc Soyuz-81,
cascs the pressure slightly. Jaruzelski proposes a new strike moratorium in
part to mollify the Soviets, who were probably displcased over regime
concessions in the agreement. The regime subsequently adopts a more
modecrate posture and approves registration of the peasaats’ union, Rural
Solidarity.




29 April Central Committee Plenum. Polish party lcadership goes on record favoring
greater party democraltization and makes limited personne! changes in
responsc to growing pressurc from rank and fife for broader reforms.
Extraordinary party congress is sct for mid-July. Sovict party ideologue
Suslov confers in Warsaw with Polish leadership the weck before the
plenum. Poles present case that some party reforms are essential, while

Suslov expressed deep Sovict coneern over the move.
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